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Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 
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Claims 1-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph!, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. In daim 1, lines 8 and 12, claim 5, line 1 and claim 
8, line 1 , the phrase "the components" lacks proper antecedent basis because the claim 
does not earlier refer to plural components. Also, in claim 8, line 1, the phrase "the 
components handler" lacks proper antecedent basis because claim 1 earlier recites "the 
component handler". In claim 7, line 1, it appears that "partial cooling" should be 
changed to "partial coating". 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall lie entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described In a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
states. 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-3, 6 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as anticipated by or, in 

the altemative, under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over Statnikov (5,741.405) (see Figs. 

1-3), who discloses a system for coating a component including a vacuum chamber, at 

least one PVD station (sputter coating station) as recited in claim 1, at least one cooling 

station as recited in claim 1 , and a component handler designed to move the 

component proximate the PVD station and then the cooling station. The handler is 
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programmed to "automatically bring the components proximate a physical vapor 
deposition station until the components are partially coated to a predetermined 
thickness and then proximate a cooling station before thermal damage can occur to the 
components and until they are sufficiently cooled and to then switch between physical 
vapor deposition stations and cooling stations until the desired coating thickness is 
obtained". Regarding the Fig. 1 embodiment of Statnikov, it is noted that each PVD 
station is also a cooling station, and as such, each of these PVD/cooling stations reads 
on both the PVD stations recited in applicant's claims and the cooling stations recited in 
applicant's claims. Statnikov's Fig. 1 also includes stations 37, 38 and 39 for cooling 
without PVD. Regarding claims 2 and 3, the arrangement of stations shown in 
Statnikov's Fig. 1 can be described both as "arranged circumferentially" and "arranged 
circumferentially". Regarding claims 6 and 7, see Col. 1, lines 58-62 of Statnikov. 

Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Statnikov 
in view of Hughes (5,181 ,556), who teaches (col. 1 , line 53 to col. 2, line 26) that a gas 
cooling station with a heat sink in a subchamber is preferable to a solid contact cooling 
station, and it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to substitute such a gas 
cooling station of the type taught by Hughes for a cooling station such as station 38 of 
Fig. 1 of Statnikov or the cooling station of Fig. 2 of Statnikov. 

Claims 8 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Statnikov taken in view of Dee (4,849,250) and Bonyhard (5,026,470). Dee (Figs. 4 and 
5, col. 2, lines 21-25 and col. 3, lines 1-2) teaches that a tray can be use as a substrate 
holder for a plurality of substrates in a rotary sputtering apparatus of the type taught by 
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Statnikov. It would have been obvious to modify the apparatus of Statnikov's Fig. 3 to 
adapt it for use with a plural substrate tray of the type taught by Dee for the desirable 
purpose of increasing productivity of the apparatus by increasing through-put. 
Bonyhard (Figs. 4 and 5, col. 2, lines 59-64 and col. 3, lines 38-40) is cited to show that 
a plural substrate tray can be provided with cooling means as required by Statnikov's 
Fig. 3 embodiment. 

Claims 8 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Statnikov taken in view of Gesche (5,538,610) (Figs. 1-4) and Hedgeoth (4,894,133) 
(Figs. 1-2) who both teach the use of a plural substrate tray to sputter coat plural 
substrates simultaneously to improve through-put of a coating apparatus. It would have 
been obvious to modify the apparatus of Statnikov's Fig. 1 or Fig. 3 to adapt it for use 
with a plural substrate tray of the type taught by Gesche and Hedgeoth for the desirable 
purpose of increasing productivity of the apparatus by increasing through-put. 

Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Statnikov taken in view of Gesche (5,538,610) (Figs. 1-4) and Hedgeoth (4,894,133) 
and taken in further view of Hughes (5,181,556), who teaches (col. 1, line 53 to col. 2, 
line 26) that a gas cooling station with a heat sink in a subchamber is preferable to a 
solid contact cooling station. It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to 
provide a gas cooling station of the type taught by Hughes for cooling a plural substrate 
tray of the type taught by Gesche and Hedgeoth, because Gesche and Hedgeoth teach 
that their plural substrate processing apparatus is applicable to all conventional 
processing steps, which includes cooling as taught by Statnikov. 
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Claim 5 would be allowable if rewritten or amended to overcome the rejection(s) 
under 35 U.S.C. 112, 2nd paragraph, set forth in this Office action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Richard Bueker whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
1431 . The examiner can normally be reached on 9 AM - 5:30 PM, Monday-Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Gregory Mills can be reached on (571 ) 272-1439. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Richard Bueker 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 1763 



